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lntfoduct;i.on'

Wlthln’the last few years: social sc1ent1sts ‘have ‘begun
to take a closer 1066k .at. the -American female. Although re-
'search has been»malnly soclologlcal ih :nature (cf. Hochschlld.
l°70), psychologlsts, as well, have become intérested in sex.
differences for both theoretlcal and practical reasons: To
a large extent this. interest has focused on the soc1allzatlon

AN
of sex roleés-with consequent sex dlfferences in various =

abllltres, personallty tralts. and attltudes (cf. Lewis. 1968)..

Followlng the recent work by ‘Martina Horner (1968, 1970,
1972) on. sex dlfferences 'in achleVement motlvatlon, however,
psychologlsts have also -begun to6 pay more attention toward
the effects whlch various soclal 51tuatlons have- upon- female
behavior.. ‘Horner's work in partlcular. indicated that a
‘cértain group of remale students performed less well .on- in=
tellectual tasxs when they were 1n competltlon wlth other

alone. )Male students, 1n contrast tended £o 1mprove when
they ‘Wére challenged"by competltlon. Through an analys1s
-of TAT responses of the: students. HOrner found that she could
1dent1fy those womeh whose perlormance had deterlorated with,
competltlon as- belrg ‘motivated by a. desire: to avoid -success:.
That is, in addition to belng motivated by -achiévement - -con-
cerns; these: females were -also motlvated by £fear of. antlcl-
pated success. {hereas it. was prev1ously assumed- that the
hlgher rate of test. ankiety - in womeén was aroused by a fear
of fallure, ‘Horner -suggested that this sort or anxiety was
prlmarlly due to fear of ‘success.

.

The: TAT which Horner employed was- a. verbal cue rather
than the. tradltlonal plctorlal onés. However; the basic:
-assumption ‘was the -sam@: that: an analysls of fantasy ‘or
1mag1nat1ve ‘behavior can assess;,. w1th validity and: re11-
ablllty. 1nd1v1dual d1fferences in motlve strength TAT
responses : wére scored as ”fear of success" when they con~
‘tained: .one of the followlng types. of 1magery.
1. -Negatlve consequences because of the -success;
2. -Antlclpatlon of negative: consequences because

of the success;

3. Negative affect becaise. of the- -success; ’ o

4, aInstrumental act1v1ty away from present or
future sudécdess;

5. Any direct expres81on of confllct about'the -

success H
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Another was concérn with one! s normallty and femininity
‘because: of ‘the achlevement or1entatlon. A third: category

Because: (a) achievement is percelved as belng due, in part, o
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6. Denial of effort in attaining: the success;
7. . pénial of the $ituation descrlbed by the

- cue: and - - o
8. BiZarre, inappropriate, unrealrstlc, non= '

adaptive responses to the sityation descrlbed N
by the cue. . : . S

e (g e T
v EaD i

-

-Horner admlnlstered the TAT to'a ‘group. of male and

female undergraduates at the Unlverslty -of Mlchlgan. Males.

were asked to: write an imaginative story to the cue, "At -
the end. of first term f1nals, .John finds himself at the ‘top

of his medlcal ‘school class: ™ ‘Females were .given: the. saime:
1nstructlons but the person. in the-‘cue was- female: "At the\

énd of flrst tern finals;, Anne flnds herself at the top.of

her ‘medical school class.»' The results :indicatéd that 65%. ~ "
of the fémales wrote fear -of: success stories to this cue, _ {
whereas only BA of the: males d1d 80: Three major categorles - ~
of response character;zed the: female fear of Succéss stories. .
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-One waszthat the end résilt -of: success would be. soc1al re- N

jéction--loss of popularlty, lonellness, unmarrlageablllty.

ahla P B

involved denlal of the apparent success-—attrlbutlon of
the success to luck;: cheatlngl oxr szmply denylng that it -
occurred .

J———
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These results led. Horner to postuate thé followzng.

to competltlveness. (b) competltlveness is a form-of
aggresslve behaV1or, .and (c) aggress1veness is ‘presumed to »
be a masculineé trait, sucécéss in an ‘achievement :situation, i

-espécially -a competitive situation, lmplleSLa doss of
femininity. This, in turn; causes confllct and anxiety -and

the ant1c1patlon of negatlve consequences: as. a result of - - .
the loss of femlnlnlty. Thus -the motive to avold succeéss :
develops as ah important determlnant of behavior for some
women,’lnterferlng w1th ‘and. 1nh1b1t1ng their motlve to.
achieve. - i . :

C B e s v

Whlle thls analysis (and these résults) imply that K
Competltlve situations may adversely affect the 1ntellectual :

Jehavior of some female studerits, several 1mportant basic

questions remain to be answered: The purpose of the present i

series of experiments was to. begin the process of -answering g

such questions. For example, is this phenomenon due to 3
competition per se, or to. competltzon spec1f1cally with male w4
students: Does competition influénce the learning process :
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the: expected decremeént in léarning (and/or performance)

-question experlmental condltlons were: establlshed in: which

question: was examlnedtby varying the nature of the experl-
,‘mentul task :subjects: were asked to perform. In Experlment

‘Experlments 2 and 3a word recognltlon task was employed
'Flnally, the: experlments ‘were des1gned to. dlfferentlate

itself, the identificatioén of, previously learned material,.
or both? that psycholOglcal processes mediate: (or cause)

ttrlbutable to compet1t1Ve S1tuatlons° To answer the flrst

female students. Were: placed 1n dlrect competltlon ‘with
studeénts :0f either the: Sameé .or oppos1te se¥. The .sécond

l. a. palred-assoclates, veroal learnlng task was used; in

betweeh. two plau81ble classes Of med1at1ng processes- (1)
an anxiety process, and (2) a selr-presentatlon ‘process.

IE competltlve smtuatlons arouse. anxletx,rlearnlng and.
performance w1ll certalnly be 1nfluenced ‘sincé it is. .Clear
that high: levers 0% arousal from ‘Whatevér source (e.g...

test anx1ety d1ssonance) affect such behaviors (cf Taylor
& Spence, 1952- aterman, 1909) ‘However,; dependlng upon
the complerlty .of the task, such ‘arousal will have elther

a facllltatlng ‘or. a nonfacilitating 1nfluence. When the
task is relativély d1lf1cult (i.e., when the dominant re=
.sponses are. 1ncorrect), learnlng and: performance tend to:

be worse under arousal condltlons. In contrast; when the
task is relatlvely slmple (i.e.. when the domlnant responses
are correct):; ardusal tends to l&Cllltate learnlng angd. pers-
formance (Spence, Farber; & M¢ Fann, 1956; Glucksberg, 1962).
nhereforel 1f competltlve s1tuatlons arouse anxlety, we

when the tasks are relatlvely complex. Anxxety-arous1ng
competition should actually ‘enhanice learning and performance
-of relatlvely simple tasks..

‘Phe second: pos51ble proce s to be considered may be
descrlbed ‘as. a kind: of self-presentatlon technmque (Goffman,
1959 Jones,. 1964) In contrast to. an -ankiety 1nterpretatlon,
self-presentatlon interpretation: 1mp11es that 'some female
students may consciously (and voluntarlly) -do- less well in
competitive ‘Situations in order £o0 maintain their fem1n1n1ty
in the eyes of their -competitors. If competitive situations
trigger such a diséimulation technlque (cf. Komarovsky, 1946),
‘we¢ should expect learnlng and’ performance to bé retarded
under both task-complex;ty‘condltlons.
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Method - Experiment 1
(Competition and. Paxred-Assoclates Learnlng)

-

Generai 0verV£ew

Experlment 1 was des1gned to test the effect 01 com~
petition on learning. The spec;flc quest;ons investigated
‘were (1) whether an arixiety or a dissimulation mechanism is
prxmarllV‘respon51ble for- the’ 1nfluence of .competitive
situations on learning, and (2) whether the effects of
-competition dlfzer as a functlon of the competltors' sex.

The experiment 1tself consisted of. two parts. 1In the :
first phase female students participated in a standard
palred-wssoclétes verbgl learnlng experiment. Two 1nde-
pendent varlables (Task Complex;ty and Competitive Sltuatlon)
were manlpulated in a2 % 3 factorial design. -Task complexxty
was .manipulated by using elther a relatlvely slmple list
(i.e., correct responses are: domxnant) or a relat;vely
difficult list (i.e.; incorrect responses are ‘dominant)..

The competltlve s1tuat10n ‘was: ‘manipulated by havxng subjects
perform the learnxng task (1) alone (Control or -Noncom-.

"petitive Condition), :(2) in direct -competition with ‘three

other female students (Female Competitive Condition), or
(3) in direct compétition thh three other male <tudents
(Male Competxt;ve ‘Condition).. .

In the second phase, which followed, on the averade,
seven days later, subjects -completed a battery of person-
ality measures including Horner's (1968) fear of success
TAT. .

Subjects

The subjects ‘were ninety female -summer students at
Rider College. who signed up to partlclpate in a2 "Verbal
Learning Experiment. " Each was paid $3 00 for her partic-
ipation upon completion of the second session of the ex-
periment. .

Prccedurel

Four subjects were run in each initial experimental
session by a male experimenter. 1In order to use subjects
{rather than groups) as the unit of analysxs. however, eacn
subject' was run 1nd1vzdually in a 'sound proof cubicle. This.
procedure also eliminated any extraneous, dxstractxon effects

»
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'\the 1nstructxons. the compet;tlve-sltuatlon man;pulat;on.

verbal-learn;ng stimuli were presented v1sually.

- 'sheets under their chairs. The stxmulus-resp0nse pairs as

Jrepe————y

of face-to-face interaction. To implement this procédure i

it was necessary to tell each group of subjects that each
of them would be takxng part in a ‘separate. experiment.

_ Subjects were then led 1nd1v1dually into their respect;ve

cubicle. - 7 4
‘Each cub;cle contaxned a television monitor over which

and the stimuli for the verbal learning task were presented
by means: of v;deotape. The 1nstructxons and the competitive-
situation man;pulat;on employed only the audio-channel while

The procedure ‘for the verbal learning task was stra;ght-
forward. Using the alternate study ‘and. recall method,. each
trial consisted of flrst presenting.the entire l;st .of
stlmulus-response pairs (two seconds per. pair w;th two seconds:
betweéen. palrs) and then presenting the atire list of
stimulus words alone (five seconds per gtimuli with two

seconds between stimuli). During this response phase of iA
‘each trial subjects recorded the response words on a blank . ,

answer sheet. After each trial subJects placed the1r ‘answer’

well as the stimulus words alone were randomized across
trials.

" Manipulation of Task Complexity. ‘Task complexity was
manlpulated by using two d;fferent lists of paired associ-
ates. The lists -employed were selected on the basis - of

. previous research (cf. Spence, Farber, & Mc Fann, 1956;
‘Waterman, 1969). -

Manipulation of the Competitivé Situation. The manipu-
lation of the competitive situation occurred immediately
after the 1nstructxons for the verbal 1learning task had
been completed In the Alone or Noncompetitive Condition
the experimenter proceeded jmmediately to the learning task.
In the two competitive conditions, however, he added the
following comment-:

"There are four of you. participating in this
sessioni, and in order to motivate all of you; I‘ve
. been instructed to,offer an extra $1.50 to the person
who cdoés the best.” After the test is over, we will
all get together and meet each other, and the winner
will be announced. Now .I'd l;kevto make sure that.
all of you heard me. then I call your number, please

=5«

% S

S A

vURE
T

P .
o It
i e

Bt i T sttt i bk i o o o G

om0 € 3

b P




s
&
t

S et W

‘say. 'yés' if you heard me, or 'nmo' if you didn't
into the microphone in front of you."

In the Female Competitive Condition the experimenter
continued by- askzng for a response from a Miss 1, a Miss 2,
a Miss 3, and a Miss 4. (Each of the participating subjects
belxeved they were iliss 4.) 1In thzs condition, then, each

-subject heard three female voices answer’ "yes.“ In the

Male Competitive Condxtxon the exper1menter elicited a re-
sponse, in turn, from a Mr. 1, a.Mr. 2, a Mr. 3, and a
Miss ‘4. 1In this cond%txon. then, subjects hzard three ‘male

voices reply "yes."

Depgndent’neasures

Mood Scale. Immed1ately after the verbal learning task
subjects were asked to indicate how they felt during the

task on a moodradjective chécklist (Nowlis, 1965). Both

positive and negative affects were included. 1In addition,

the word, "competitive, " was .included to provide a ‘partial
~ check on the compet1txon-condxt1on manipulation. ‘

Personalxtg Measures, At the end of the initial session

' subjects were rescheduled to return for a second: session. 1In

this second session, which was administered by a different
male experimenter blind to experimental condition, subjects
completed a battery of personality measures, 1nc1ud;ng a
measure of fear of success (Horner, 1968); masculinity-
femininity (Eagly, 1959); and dxssamulatzon (Komarovsky.,
1946).

At the end of this last session, subjects were de-

‘brxefed and paid.

.
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Results - Experiment 1

feelings of Lomggtxtxveness. Eighty-seven p~2:zant of

* the subjects in n the Competitive Conditions indicated that
they felt some amount of competxtxveness whereas oniy 62%

of the subjects in the Alone did so (z = 2.71; p'< .01).
Thus, the manipulation of competitiveness: appears to have
been successiul, although it should be noted that the base
rate in the Alone Conditions was already quite high.

Mood -State. Analysis of varxanee did not indicate any
signlfxcant d;fference ‘on any of the mood dimensions,
although their was a trend for subjects in the ‘easy con-

- ditions to report that positive moods (e:g.. elation, Social

affxlxatxon) characterized thexr fcelxngs to a greater ex-
tent than subjects in the hard condxtions (F = 2.65; df =
1,84; p< .15). .

Learnxng Performaﬂce. The'main results are expressed
in ‘terms of the mean number trials gout of 11) in which
subjects -got all responses -correct.” ‘There¢ivre, the hxgher
the meah, the better the performance. The results for all
subjects -are presénted in Table 2. '

Table 1

Mean Number of Trigls with All Responses Correct:
AileSubJects

Pask Difficulty COmpetztxve Condition
-1 Alone " Female .  Male
Easy | 7.40 | 7,94 | e.47
: (15) (16) (17)
Hard . 7.15 % 707 | 7.07
to. (13) ] (15) (14)

Note.--Cell n's are in parentheses;

Analysis of varianee,of these results indicated that
only the main effect for task difficulty wds significant
(F = 7.93; &f = 1,84; p < .01), indicating that svbjects

.
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Vperformed bétter when the. task was,léss“difficult.

Learnlng Performance and Fear of Success. More inter-

-esting are the results. ‘when subJects are: separated into high

or low fear of success:. Overall 35 subjects (or 39%) wrnte
rear,of success stories to Horner's: TAT verbal cue: Un-
fortunately, ‘however, the dlstrlbutlon of these subjects
across: exper1menta1 condltlons was: not -equal.. Uhereas at
least 50% of the subjects were classified as high fear of
success in four conditions, only two subJects in each.
Female Competltlve condltlon were: thus: classified. -The
results; then, for the low fear of success students are °

présented in Tablé 2.

‘TaBlefé

uean Number of Trlals with all Responses Correct'
- Low Fear of ‘Success: Subjects~

B . —— A e ke e e e+ o e e o w

| ‘Task Difficulty Competitive condition -
mlone | Female | male
Easy 7§44§l - Qéb@’ 4 9.14
(9): (14) (7)
Hara . - ;25 7.17 55’ 7.38 '} §.57
' T ey | o

Note.--Cell n's are in parentheses;

Analysls ‘of. var1ance of these results 1nd1cated two

slgn1f1cant effects. Again the -‘easy task was less difficult )

overall than theé hard task (F = 9.72; df = 1.,50; p:< .01).
In addltlon, the interaction between tuSk d1ff1culty and
compet1t1ve situation was slgn1f1cant (F =3.73; 4af = 2,50;
B < ;05). Planned comparlsons indicated that low ‘fear. of
success femaleés performed better: on the-- -easy task when
they competed thh men- (Alone vs. Uale Competltlve-‘g =
2.56; df = 50-.2 < .02; and Female COmpet1t1ve vs. -Male
Competitive; t = 1.88; df = 50; p< .10). Performance on
the hard task tendéd to be worse for. these females with
male competltlon, though th1s trend was not s1gn1f1cant for
-either comparison.
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The correlations between fear of success. -and performance
in the four condltlons, where such a correlatlon was meaning-
ful, indicated that fear of .&u ~ccess did maké a difference, P
‘but oaly in. the Male Compet1t1ve cond1t1ons. In the Alone
i ] . ) conditions- there was ‘virtually ‘no re1at10nsh1p betweéen fear
I N - of success and: perrormance {x = =.03 in the Alone-Easy con-

.dition; xr = -.01 in ‘the Alone-Hard condltlon) _ then subjects
were competlng'w1th ‘men;, however; high fear of success women
performed worse ‘when thé task was easy (r = -. 44, df = 15°
p< .10) while they téndeéed- to: perform better when the task
was hard (r = .43; af = 12; P < .11). -The-difference be-~
tween. these correlat1ons ‘was hlghly rellable (z 2.32; P
S 02) the results in terms :of mean performance are pre-

* sented in Table 3 - s
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‘Note.==Cell n's are in—parentheses.

AnalyS1s of variance: 1nd1cated the usual task-d1ff1cu1ty.

7 main effect (F = 11.98; df-= 1,27; p:< .0l) and a s1gn.Lf1cant

A 1nteract10n between task. d1ff1cu1ty and fear of -success -

. (P 6,123 af = 1,27; p. < .05). As indicated by the c¢orrela=
tlonal analys1s h1gh fear of -success females. tend to do worse
whén the task was. easy (t = 1. 973 df = 27 p .10) and
better when the: task was hard (t 1.56 df . 37; p< 11)

This pattern of results is the exact. oppos1te of that
predlcted by the anx1ety 1nterpretatxon of fear of success.

% Learnlng Performance and Other Personality Measures.
' 7 Following. Komarovsky - (1946) each. subjéct was asked how often
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they had d1ss1mulated in the past in a varlety of s1tuatlons

(evd. . How -often have you prétended to be 1ntellectually

inferior while on a date?) -Only for, the Easy—Female Com-~
pet1t1ve condition d1d the 1ndex tend to relate to learnlng.
In this case those Who reported ‘more dlss1mulatlon performed;
less well (r = ~.49, df = 14; p < +06). In the other con-
ditions the correlatlons ‘were all unrellable. In the Easy—
Male.Competltlve cond1t1on the correlatlon was- v1rtually

zero (r = -.03):;.in the Hard—nale Competltlve condition the
correlatlon was .25. . .

A pro;ectlve measure of d1ss1mulatlon was- also. employed
(see Appendlx A).: An index formed by summing responses: to
this measire also fa1led to. relate to learnlng performance
in. any: Of the experlmental condltlons (largest r = .32 in
the Easy—Alone condltlon) :

A tradltlonal ‘measure of mascullnlty-femlnlnlty was.

) also takeén in the second séssion (cx. Eagly, 1969) “This

measure also falled to correlate wzth learning- performance
(largest ¥ = -.17 inh the Hard-Female Competltlveness -con~=

~d1tlon)

It may be of’ 1nterest to note that Horner ‘s measure of
1ear of success. did not relate £o the tradltlonal mascullnlty-
fer® _.ity measure (t = .09) whlle 1t d1d have a. modest,
pos1t1ve relatlonshlp w1th the direct 1ndex of dissimulation
(x = .35; df =88; p < 01) “Thus,. high fear of ‘success
females d1d tend to report more d15s1mulat1on than low. fear
of success women. - . :

The results -of ‘this experlment suggest (1) that -com-

.petition per se¢ doés -nét -appear to be the cruc1al .determinant

for the fear of success: effect (cf Mahosky, 1972)., (2) that
competltlon with males does appear to affect fear of success
women; and (3) that the effect ‘of male competition on fear

" of success women appears to- be the exact oppos1te -of ‘that

predlcted. Perhaps high fear of success women consclously
sabotuge- their performance wheén they compete with males,
especially when it is clear they very well might succeéd in

-the competltlon. This might have been the -case when the

task was relatlvely easy. Since high fear of success women
may not be motivated to succeéd they may" experlence less
anxiety when the task itself is difficult. 'This notion
suggests that they tend to do better than low fear of success
women on the more dlfflcult task only because the low fear

-10-
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N -~ of succéss women: experlence more anxlety associated: with
trylng to.-win: the competltlon. At any. rate; the results;
of the first’ experlment -do not conform to the: pattern of
results predlcted by’ éither ‘the "anxiety" -or “dissimulatiocn’

; hypotheses. ‘The next expériment attempted to test. the:
: ' same sort of hypothéses by employlng a different sort -of
' task..
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Method - Experiment 2
(Competition: and Recognltlon Performance-
petween-Subject Design)

General Overview

Experimént 2-was deslgned to test the effect of com-

petltlon on performance. Using a procedure .similar to that
of Experlment 1 tvo varlables ‘were manlpulated in-a 2 x 2
ractorlal design: task complexity- (easy ‘vs. hard) and
competltlve sltuatlon (alone S, competltlon thh men) The
major dependent varlable was. thé mean: visual duration thres-
‘hold for recognition -of a 1ist of words: presented to the
:subject. Other dependent. varlables 1ncluded self-reported
mood. For 1nternal -analyses.,. measurement -of several person=

‘(~ ,ality~var1ables wére .added, including thé TAT response to:

— thé .cue on Anné's success in medical .school.

'sub;,:‘ ects ’ -

The subjects were 31xty-s1x female undergraduates at
‘Rider College who signed ip to partlclpate in: a "Pérceptual
'Experlment " Each subject ‘was- pald $1.50 for her partlclpap
tion.

Matérials;Usedg

The wordllsts Were presented w1th a Gerbrands tachls-

f toscope. Only one: fleld was used; thé other field was.
. { covered with a blank sheét. of paper. The illumihation was
( ' {1held constant. The words were initially flashed at 10

‘milliseconds, and increased by 10: milliseconds -each time
the subject ‘made an incorrect response:’ This- process was
-continued until the subject could correctly identify the
word. Criterion for a correct resporise was .one vérbal,
readlng of the word correctly. The final score. for each
'—subject 'was thé mean visual duration threshold in milli=-
seconds for all twelve words. ‘The wordlists employed were
selected 6n the basis of past research (cf. Glucksberg. 1962).
‘The words were typed in capital letters on heavy paper cards.

Procedure

Subjects were run individually by a female experimenter.
When the subject reported to the experiment, she was asked
to sit down in front of the tachistoscope and to read a page
of written instructions. These instructions indicated that

o v o, i B e St

poraryragmmr g

-12-




o P AT P X g . s 9. W 12 bl b b1 bt <k

‘words as soon as you can- - wrong guesses '‘will nét bé counted."

:proceeded 1mmed1ate1y to: the word: recognltlon task: In the -

; mood-adjectlve checklist (Nowlis, 1965), -according ‘to how
~ they felt durlng the task. 'The moods that weré tapped in-
-cluded feelings of competltlveness and: ‘Several measures of
. anxiety, Subjects were also asked to 1nd1cate on a 7-p01nt

the experiment was "a test of perceptual recoghition, "
explained ‘the procedure. and the use of the tachlstoscope.
and emphasized that sub)ects should "try to report the

After subjects read theése 1nstruct10ns, the experimenter
answered any questions: cqncernlng the_progedure.

Manipulation of the Competitive Situation. The man-
ipulation of the’ competltlve situation occurred 1mmed1ately
after the 1nstruct10ns for the verbal learnlng task had beén
completed. In the’ Alone condition the experlmenter 51mply

Male Competitive -conditions, however, :she added ‘the. follow-
1ng comment-

“Now; there are three -other people’ 1n thls -time
slot. taklng ‘this test, in -other: YOOoms ; and. ‘we're -’
offerlng $3 to the. one: cf the‘four -of 'you who does
the best job. Afterwards, we'll allameet and;see
who the winner is. Let me: just read you the-‘names
of the other people +to -séé if you know any -0f them:
Peter Sheras, charles Batson, Gregory Johnson. ‘No?
‘0:K. Let's begin."

bependent Measures

-

‘The major dependent méasure was the subject's word
recognition score--the mean visual duratlon threshold
After thé word recognxtlon task, subJects were -asked to
complete -several questionnaires. First, they completed a

S i

scale how important it was to her to do well on the task. ,
Two personality measures were also included: Horner's (1968)
fear of success measure, and Komarovsky's (1946) dissinmula-
tion measure.
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Results - Experiment 2

Feelings of Competitiveness and Anxiety. Analysis of
variance 1nd1cated that. ‘subjects did not report differen-
tial feellngs of competltlveness as:.a function of either
manlpulatlon. Subjects did, however, report belng moxe
anxious (e.g.. Jlttery, fearful, clutched ‘up) ‘when task
was hard than when it was easy (F'= 4. 83;, df =1,58; p <
.05).. :

Recognltlon Performance ggg Fear of Success, ‘Horner's:
TAT stories were: scored. accordlng to her -criteria by the
,experlmenter who was: bllnd ‘to .condition, and subjects were:
divided into two groups: high fear of ‘Success and low fear
of success. Table 4 shows the mean recognltlon .scores for

both the hlgh and low fear of success subjects by condition.

Table 4

‘Mean- Visual Duration Thre§h91dviﬁ,Millisecdnds

Task | High FPear of . ‘Low Fear of
Difficulty| Success Subjects |- _Success: _Subjects
1 ‘Male com= . | Male com-
| A_lo“r}efw petition |- _ Alone | petition
Easy | 44.58| 46.67 |  50.53 | 54.28
‘ 4) (3) (1)} (15).
‘Hard 100.83| . 101.25 ~ 130.00 | 129,61
' (4) - (2) I 12) |} (15)

‘Note.--Cell n's are in parentheses.

The first thlng to note about Table 4 is the low
proportion of subJects scored as high fear of success (13
of G6 or 20%). Ve will have more to say about this later.
Analysis of variance of these results indicated that only
the main effect for task’ dlfflculty ‘was sxgnlflcant (F =
21.06; df = 1.,58; p < .001). Not surprisingly subjects
recogn;zed eas;er words sooner than more dlfflcult words.-

The analeis of variance for subjects reports of how

important it was for them to do well on the task did support

one of Horner's -(1970) hypotheses. She suggested that high

~14-
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fear of success subjects would tend to feel it was more

important to do well in a noncompetitive situation whereas
low-fear Of success subjects would feel it was more im-
portant to excel in a competitive situation. The pattern
of results indicated that :this was ‘the case '‘and the inter-
action between fear of success and competltlve condition
was significant (F - 6.19; df 1, 58; p< .02).

‘ RecggnitionlPerformancegand;Dissimﬁlatioh,, Komarovsky's
(1946) measure of dissimulation again fadiled to relate to
performance. ‘

‘The major prdblem'thh ‘the. second experlmeht was that
there was a ‘mich smaller percentage of subJects glVlng fear
of success responses to the- Anne TAT than had- been reported
in the literature. There are several possxble ‘explanations
for this flndlng. One p0531b111ty is. that a- female rather

‘than a male expérimenter administered ‘the cue., With this

in mind-a male experimenter administered the cue to 24

—addltlonal female 'students. at Rlder ‘College.. Eleven. girls

(or 46% of the sample) wrote. stories which 1ndlcated fear
of success. Since this proportion -of high fear of success
respondents was more ‘similar to that reported in the litera-
ture, an attempt was made to repllcate Experiment 2, this
time employing a w1th1n-sub3ect design.-

15~
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Hethod - Experiment 3
(Competition and Recognition Performance:
t7ith-Subject Design)

General Overview

‘Experiment 3 consisted of a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial

design. Two within-subject variables were competition

condition (alone_vs. competxt;on with males) and task

difficulty (easy vs. hard). Three between-subject variables
: were fear of success, condition -order, and list order. Fear
2 of success was again measured by the Anne TAT Condition -
order réfers to- the order of the compet;tlvé -conditions in
which the subjects performed the word recognition tasks. :
Half the subjects did the task in the alone condition first t
-and- thé competition condition. sécond,. half had the competi-~ ‘
tion conditioh first followed by the alone:condition. List
order refers'to the order of the wordllsts used. In order
for the subjects to perform both the easy and the ‘hard tasks,
'under Jboth- competxtxve condltzons, two. new wordlxsts ‘were-
constructed from the original easy and hard word lists (see
Experiment 2). List 1 contained five easy and ‘five hard
words as did List 2., Vords were randomly assigned to -each
list. Thus, some subjects were ‘in the alone-competltxon .
condltlon, or the -competition-alone condition, with either .
list 1, then list 2, or list 2, then list 1.

The major dependent variable was again the mean visual
duration threshold in milliseconds.

(i S@fjects

Subjects were 20 Rider College female undergraduates

‘who had prevxously partxclpated in a questionnaire session
during which they were asked to respond to the Ahne TAT.
Half of these students were judged high in fear of success;
half low in fear of success following the standard criteria.
Each subject was paid $1 '50° for her participation. Two
subjects who were run through the experlment were disqual-
ified because they did not believe the deception, leaving )
a total of eighteen subjects. . P

Materials Used ’ - ! .

: The same tachistoscope and the same stimulus. cards
! . - =2mployed in Experiment 2 were used, although new wordlists
-} were constructed (as descrlbed above) .

=16-
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Procedure

Subjects reported to a room in the Science Building at
iider College. They were greeted by a female experimenter
and asked to sit down in front of the tachistoscope:

Alone-Co@petitibn condition. In this condition the :
experimenter‘explaineﬂi‘

In th;s experiment we're going to-be having several
peoPlﬂ perform various tasks during each time period. -Some
people will be doing tasks in common with other people; and
some people will be randomly selected to try out a new one
for us, by themselves.... Now, let's see. For the first
task, you have been selected to try out a new one, thh new-

~ words that we have .never used before, while :the others are

f1111ng out a questionnaire....

The subjects ‘then proceeded to the word recognition task.
After she finished the task, the experimenter continued:

‘Now, for the next task everyone is going: to do the same
task, but in different rooms. And we're offering three
dollars to: the one of you who -does the beést job. It will
be a percéeptual test again, but with different words ‘which.
we've used before.... Now, let's see if you know any of the
other pcople taking the test:. Peter Sheras, Charles Batson,
Gregory Johnson. No? O.K. Afterwards we'll all get to-
gether and see who the winner is.

After the experimenter f;nxshed, a male confederate
entered the room, and said, “I was' told to tell you that

* we're ready to- take the test-=the guy wanted to know if

you're ready." The éxperimanter replied they were ready
and .excused the confederate. The male confederate was in-
troduced in the procedure to increase the credzb;llty and
the saliency of the male competition condition. The subject
then performed.the second word recognition task, after which
she filled out a post experimental questionnaire, was de-
briefed, and finally paid.

Competition-Alone Condition. ~ The procedure in this
condition was identical to that described above except that
the instructions surrounding the two recognition tasks. were
in the reverse order. Tlat is, the subject took the first
perceptual test th;nk;ng that there were other males par-
ticipating and competing for a cash prize, and the second
test assum;ng that she was the only one taking it at the time.

-17- ~
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Results - Experiment 3 ¢

The main results are presented in Tabie 5. A five-way
- analysis of variance performed on these data indicated that g

\ Table 5 | o

lean Visual Duration Threshold in Milliseconds

— — :
Task High Fear of : Low Fear of ; 7
Difficulty Success Subjects __Success 7Subjéqts‘, .
- | Mal2 Com- Male Com- ;
Alone | petition ~ Alone ; petition _ e
{ Easy  's6.58| 56.33 | 47.251 46.00
Hard 128.67 | 133.42 | 123.88 | 126.50 \
. ) I S

Note. --N- equals 9 for both High and Low Fear of Success !
subjects. . ‘-

onlily tw6 main effects attained significance:; task difficulty o

: : . (F = 106.70; df =1, 10; p < .001), and condltzon order (F
3 . 9.92; df =1, 10-‘2 < .02). Subjects did better on ‘the: easy
C o tasks- than on the hard ones and performed better in whatever
. ‘condition came second, the first f£ask providing practice, in a §
’(j’ sense. Neither the main effect for fear of success nor the ;
interaction between fear of success, task d;ffxculty. and

competiticn attained: sxgnxfzcance (F < 1, in each case).
Thus, once again the results failéd to replicate the "com-
petition effect" cobtained by Horner on either thée easy or

the difficult tasks. -

In their failure to replicate Horner's findings Experi-
ment 2 and 3 have highlighted some variables which need
further experimentation.’ For example, it may be that face-
to-face competition is necessary to elicit .truly competitive
feelings. Another possibility is that in order for fear of
success to be aroused, the competitors might have. to be i
persons that the subjects know, and with whom they frequently
interact. Another variable which warrants further inves-
tigation is the nature of the task itself. Many tasks are ,
sex-typed; that is, people think the one sex or the other ‘ il

' -18-
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would be bhetter at it. Most people find, from their own
experience, that 'femaies do -better at verbal tasks and males
do better at mathematical or analytical tasks. For example,
most students who take SAT's £ind. this. reflected in the:
pattern of their verbal and math scores. It seems. possible-
then ‘that females would not experience motivation to avoid
success when the task 1nvolved is- a -neutral or feminine one,
‘rather than a masculine one. A female who is superior at a
stereotypically femanine task is not going to think she is
unfeminine or abnormal, nor will others perceive her that
way. 1In order to f£ind out what subjects thought about the
word recognition task, a questionnaire on the task was. -given
to each subject ‘at the end of the experiment. -The results,
lend support to the proposed rationale: 55% of the subjects
thought men and ‘women would do the same on the task, 35%
thought: women would do better, and 10% thought men would do

better. The task, therefore, appears to have been percexved

as neutral or femxnxne.

So far we have discussed fear of success as an anxiety
construct. The notion that some  women may consciously and
voluntarily- sabotage their performance, however, has also
been entertained. The-next study was a prelzmznary attempt
to examine the notion of dissimulation as a self—presenta-
tional technique more closely.

~19-
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Method - Experiment 4
(Validation of a Dissimulation Quest;onnaxre)

General Overview:

f .

Pairs of {emale undergraduate- students were asked to
nominate -one female acquaintance whom they both considered
to be a dxssxmulator -and another acquaintance whom they .
felt to be a nondissimulator. Those students who. were
nominated were then contacted and asked to complete a
battery of questionnaires whxch .included a direct and an
indirect measure of dxsa;mulatxon as well as Horner's (1958)
TAT cue.

Subjects
Eighty -Princeton female undergraduates particzpated in

the. study: 40 in the nominating phase; 40 in the val;datxng
phase. Twenty (10" ‘sophomore "and 10 freshmen) students were

called at randoim, and asked to select, on their own, another
girl from their ¢lass "who, by and. large, Knows most of the
same  people ‘you do. " These students, in pairs, ‘each .nomin-
ated two additional girls from their class who participated
in the valxdat;ng phase -of the experiment. Each of these -
latter girls was called and asked to partxcipate in an
opinion survey conducted by the Psychology Department.

Each of the 80 students was paid $1.50 for their partici-
pation.

Procedure

Nomination Phase. The experimenter, a female Princeton
undergraduate. conducted the nominating phase of the -experi-
ment in -the dormitory rooms of the girls she had 1n1t1ally
called. She began by stating that "some female college
students have been known. to conscxously and voluntarily
present themselves as being less 1ntellxgent and less com-
petent than they really are" and that she was "trying to
learn if this practice is evident, and if it is, under what
conditions and to what extent at Princeton." She then asked
the two nominators to agree upon a Princeton coed who "Qis-
plays this tendency the most." She also asked them to
select a second girl, "one who displays these traits the
least or not at all.. That is, one who doesn‘'t ‘play dumb,*
do poorly on purpose, or detract from herself to build up
a male ego."

Ly




Nominators were then informed that thé girls they named
would not be inforied as to how and why they were chosen
for study and that once the data was collected, the subjects
would be referred to by number only. :

After nominators agreed to’héve their discussions taped,

‘they commenced to decide collectively on tl.é girls they

would rominate for each category.

Validation Phase. Nominees weré contacted by phone
and'asled to part1c1pate in ‘an attitude and personality
survey -conducted by the psychology department. Subjects
were run individually and were simply -agsked to complete a
battery of questionnaires. Included in this battery were
direct measures of d1ss1mu1at10n (see Appendix ‘B)-, in=-
direct measures of dissimulation (see nppendlx A), Horner's
l1968) TAT cue, and Eagly' s (1969) measure of mascu11n1ty~
fem1n1n1ty.

tthen subje..cs completed the quest1orna1rea the purpose
of the exper1ment was explained; although no mention was
made that they had been nominated by friends.



Results - Experiment 4

Dissimulators vs. Nondissimulators. Only one question:
-differentiated the- two groups -of nominees. This question
asked "How often have you béen adviséd to.act more
*feminine'?" MNondissimulators indicated that they had
been so adv1sed to a. greater -extent than the1r d1ss1mu1at1ng
counterparts. (t = 2.68;df = 19; p < .02). -Of the 17 pairs
of nominees where a dlfference occurred 14 showed a dlffer-
ence in this. d1rect1on (p- < .01, by sign. test). Iho gave
this advice to the nondxss1mu1atorsf Apparently. th1s -advice
has come from other females rather than from males. Sixty
_percent of the nond1ss1mu1ators reported their mothers had
glven them th1s sort of adv1ce. For d1ss1mu1ators ‘the:
analogous percentage was .only- 25% (z = 20 29~‘2 < ..03).

Hore nondlsslmulators than: dissimulators also 1nd1cated
that female frlencs ‘had toid then to -act more femlnlne
(respective pércentages of 35% and 5%: 2 = 2: 58‘.2 < .0IL)..

Hominator Discussions. A prelxmlnary and suggestive
analysis of the taped discussions was performed in order to
discover how the girls themselves perceived the postulated
phénomenon of d1ss1mu1at1on. TThat follows then is our '
impression of what the girls said.

The gereral consensus of the girls interviewed was that
'playing ¢ .ab' is' a negative type of behavior. - Though a few
of the dissimulators were described as "just being like
that, " most were described as .acting one way around girls.
whiie "putting it on" around guys. There was not a general
consensus concerning the number of girls who exhibit this
type of behavior; some girls felt "everybody does- it some-
times” others felt some girls (usually themselves) never
show this type of behavior.

Everyone did agree that this type of behavior was much
more prevalent at their high schools than at Princeton.
Some of the typical reasons for this included: "Princeton
women are intelligent and liberated"; "It's uncool to be
feminine around here"; and "In high school you are not ex-_
pected to do well--here all the girls are expected to be
smart. Princeton coeds do seem to imply that the social
situation, including relevant female models is an important
determinant of dissimulating behavior.

Three major circumstances were frequently mentioned
as causes of "put on" behavior. About half of.the girls
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suggested that feelings of insecurity was -oné such deter-
minant. "ﬁhen you‘re not at ‘ease or are unsure of yourself,
‘then. you fall back to stereotyped behav1or.” This, essen-
t1ally, self-preservat1on type of behav1or -can obv1ously
apply to both sesxes. Spec1f1ca11y ‘mentioned in thlS cate-
gory, however, was the fact that this type of 1nsecur1ty
‘often résults in the beglnnlng of -a relat10nsh1p ‘'with a quy.

A second determznant *hat was often mentioned was that of
male: expectatlons. One girl was. expl1c1t, “tThen: surrounded
by men...I' receive a message- from themp-here S your role,
act it ‘out." A third frequently-mentloned cause: was that of
bulldlng up or being careful not to hurt a male 's* égo. One
girl related the problem she: had had after beat1ng a male at
tennls. .

Two. basic types of d1551mulatlon ‘were also ‘mentioned.
Be51des actively "playing dumb," girls descrlbed a more:
pa551ve kind of dissimulation. Thls kind. of behavior in-
" cludes hiding the fact .or simply- xgnor1ng -oF avoiding. the
areas where one mlght outshine a male fr1epd.

This preliminary analyses suggests that women are indeed
aware of dissimulation, that most can beg1n to specify the
conditions where they think it occurs, and that most are
aware of the subtle forms such dissimulation -may take. The
failure of the valldatlng phase to dlfferentlate .dissimulators
from nondissimulators may be due to several reasons: (1)

‘the nominators did a bad job of selectlng the g1rls, (2) the
questionnaires did not tap the proper dimensions which dis-
tinguishes the two types- of girls, or (3). social desirability
pressures prevented girls from being honest in their responses:
Future research is needed to untangle these and other alter-
natives. It should be noted, however, that 1nd1v1dual-
difference determlnants of dissimiulation may be ‘quite small
compared to the kinds ‘of situational determinants discussed
by the nominators. The strategy of determining situational
determinants of dissimulation on dimensions other than task
performance is one direction currently under attack.

So far fear of success effects have proved difficult to
produce in the laboratory. It was, therefore, decided to
see if differences could be found in the behavior of students
in a highly competitive academic environment. It also seemed
important at this stage of the research to include male
students in sample. Happily, an instrument designed to tap
fear of success in both male and female was recently developed
(Pappo, 1972). :
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. Method -+ Experiment 5 - )
; (Féar of Success in a Law School Sample)

General Overview

¥ o o -

Although Horner's TAT method demonstrated greater fear
of success (FOS) among thé women sampled, it seems reasonable
to suppose that men: are also often afraid of the successes:
whlch they mlght achieve and that such fears may be reflected
in their behaviors as well, if the approprlate responses are. -
éxaminéd. .Horner herself has suggested that "in ordér to
accurately asseéss the presence of a certain motive we should
- - % be more careful to use cues that aré relevant and meanlngrul
N : ) ) - ‘to the subjects in llght of this speclflc ab111t1es, com- \
. : petence, and potentlal" (1970)

PP

. {; ) Pappo (1972) ‘has recently constructed an instrument: - 3
- —whlch purports 0 measure anx1ety re1ated to FOS in-academic i -
situations and has found that FOS' was as common among males
as among females.7 Her instrument tapped five characteéris-
tics: self-doubt, preoccupation with competltlon, pre-
occupatlon with evaluation, repudiation of competence, and
self-sabotage behavior. Undergraduate students found, to be
high in TOS, regardless of sex, 31gn1f1cant1y lowered their 3
performances on a dlglt-symbol task after being told they ;
had been successxul on a previous task. 1In contrast, students
low in FOS significantly improved .their performances after
the "success" experience. )

'In order to explore the possibility that the effects
{: of FOS (1) are not unique to women and (2) exist in a highly
competitive real-world situation, a field study was con-
ducted at a major eastern law school. Of major interest
were the sex and FOS effects in terms of students' (a) back-~
ground, (b) law school experience, and (c¢) future job
aspirations. :

S
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Subjects

Each first-year female student was called and asked to
part;c1pate in an attitude survey concerning law school.
Four females declined to participate, leaving an n of 24.
Every sixth first-year male listed in the law school
directory was also called and asked to participate. Two
males declined, leaving an n of 30. Each student was ‘paid
$1.50 for their participation.
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Procedure

The subjects were given the expermmental questionnaire
during thé lunch hour of five siiccéssive weékdays. 'Males
were asked to arrive at one room; females at .another.
Students thus responded to the questlonnalre in a room with
only like-seéxed studénts present. Thé questlonnalre was
distributed by a male ox female "experlmenter" who were- '
assigned randomly to the male or female room.

The questlonnalre consisted of two parts: (1) Pappo’'s
FOS instrument entitled "Self Awareness (Questionnaire," and
(2) a section stating that it was "designed to-obtain back-
ground- information, future caréer plans, and general
opinions -of the law school’ 53 students.»' 8pec1f1c questions
on the second part -of the Juestionnaire will bé discussed

-subsequently in the results section.. -
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Results -~ Experiment 5

Experimenter Effects. A preliminary analysis indicated
that the sex of the experimenter made virtually no differ-
ence on any of the dependent variables, and so the results T
will be presented collasped across this variable. :

Fear of Success. A pteliminary analysis also indicated

) R that the male and female students did not dlffer in terms of
i . FOS. “herefore, subjects above the overall median for the

sample became the high FOS group; those below this cutting -

N point became the luw FOS group. :

s BN, el

Backgrouhd Characteristics. The background character-
istics that were examined included parents' -occupational )
prestige and education as well as students' past and present 1
identification with their parents. Analysis of var;ancq of }
these variables indicated several significant main effects "
for sex; neither the main effect for FOS nor the interaction 3
between the two variables attalned ‘significance. For example, :
parents of female students had more education than parents
of male students (p < .0l for fathers; p < .03 for mothers).
Parents of female students also had occupations of higher
prestige, although this dlfference was significant only for
mothers' occupational prestlge (p < .05). 1In terms of past
and present identification with their parents (e.g., how
close [did/dc] you feel to your [father or mother] (during
hlgh school/now]} ?), females, not unreasonably, reported
being more closely 1dent1f1ed with their mothers (p < .0l
. in the past; p < .03 in the present). No differences i
(; attained significance when identification with fathers was

at issue.

o

Law School Experience. The major questions related to
law school experience are presented in Table §.
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Table 6
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‘Law School Experience

. . . High. FOS Low FOS.
Dependent Variable Male | Female | Male | Female :
| » 1
Times Volunteered Answers - . ] 1.
X in Class . ,.5.31 | 3.25 4.79 | 3.08 g
% who Desired to Volunteer,. : 1
But Didn't 81% | 83% 57% | 50% { ‘
Times Desired, But Didn't. | 4.69 | 4.92 | 2.57| 1.67 4
% More Likely to Tell Male . iy -
f ‘ ‘Classmates they Received an' i ‘ i ’
; C A rather than a C 69% | 17% | 75%| 42% ; |
o , ) ) . . o " % t
- % More Likely to Tell Female | ’ b :
Classmates they Received » . P {
an A rather than a C 1 69% 1 33% | 67%| 42% §
Law Board Scores = _ - 647 |} 637 690 | 670 :
Grades (lst semester) - 3.01 3.52 3.43} 3.25 *
Grades Expected (2nd ' i
. semester) 3.53 3.40 3.50 { 3.60 ’
*  Grades Studied to Achieve® 4.50 | 4.00 | 4.23| 3.89 ﬁ
. Satisfaction with Decigion ,
’ to go to Law School . | 5.00 5.50 5.64 | 5.17
3
C Cell n's . (16) (12) | (14) § (12) ;

N a2 - Pass: 3 - "c", 4 - "B“: 5 = “A'l

bRatings made on a 7-point scale with higher numbers
indicating greater satisfaction.

. Here it can be seen that sex and FOS made a difference,
never, however, on the same variable. In addition, the
interaction between these independent variables did not
approach significance on any of the dependent measures.

First, let us consider the sex effects. In class (where
instructors, most typically, call on students by name) females
were less likely to volunteer answers (p < .0l). Females
were also less likely to tell male and female classmates
that they had received an "A" in contrast to telling them
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they_had' received an "C" in a course (p < .0l for male
classmates; p < .05 for female classmatec). Finally, females
reported that they studied in order to achleve lower grades
in law school (p < .08).

Second, let us consider the FOS effects. In class, high
FOS students, regardless of sex, were more likely to have
had the experience of wanting to volunteer an answer, but
not doing so (p < .05). High FOS students actually reported
this experience had occurred to them more often than did
low FOS students (p < .00l). High Fos students also per- .
5 - formed worse on their law boards (p < .05), although the N
grades they received first semester and the grades they i
) . expected to receive did not dlffer. Finally, high FOS {
3 = students ‘reported being less satlsfled w. th their decision
(f to go to law school (p < .07).

Lt SN

- | " Future Job As E;ratlonsL Subjects were. also asked to

: indicate the likelihood they would decide to pursue certain
job adlternatives. A pilot study, which employed ten third
year law students, had provided evidence that seven of the
job alternatives traditionally were considered to be
"women's" work (e.g., legal aid work) while seven were
considered to be "men's" work (e.g., corporation work at

“a tall Street law firm). The results indicated that females
were more likely to choose '"women's" work over "men's" work
while the opposite was true for males (p < .05).

' The lack of 1nteractlons between FOS and sex indicated
that there were no behaviors examined in this study particular
to the women in the sample who scored high in FOS. Thus,

the concept, as formulated by Horner (1968), does not

appear to provide a sufficient explanation for the fear of
success effects found in this present study--since such
effects held for both sexes. Fear of social rejection due

to one's successes, however, may account for the sex dif-
ferences obtained. 1In future research it will be necessary
to delinate further the situations in which FOS and sex are
independent, and the situations in which their effects are
interactive. That FOS affected aptitude test scores (i.e.,
law boards) but not grades also suggests that in future

; research in this area it will be necessary to differentiate 1
persons who fear negative consequences resulting from
actually succeeding and persons who fear consequences re-
lated to the.dishonor of raising their expectations, trying,
and failing.

m
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) The final experiment in thé present series attempted

to explore the content and the evaluation of sex-role stereo-
. .types ‘of relatively successful women. The question for

research in this last experiment was whether successful women

would be evaluated positively or negatively.
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, Method - Experiment 6
(Sex-Role Stereotypes of "Elite" tlomen)

sy

. General Overview . :
- - !
Numerous studies attest to the fact.that sex-role
stereotypes do exist (cf. Broverman, et al., 1972). Re~-
cently, for example, Jenkin and Vroegh (1969) asked micddle
class ..Americans to use adjective check-lists and semantic 4
differentials- to describe the mcst and least masculine and
feminine persons. Both sexes generally agreed on the _
)\ nature of masculinity and femininity. hen subjects were ; L
asked to describe the most masculine person they could
P imagine, the person was active, alert, capable, self-con-
'i . fident, independent, mature, adventurous, -aggressive,
: ' {m ambitious, courageous, dependable, energetic, ‘intelligent,
- having wide interests, rational, responsxble. and strong.
On -the other hand, the most feminine person was not. sur-
- prisingly described as affectzonate, attractive, charming,.
i emotional, gentle, warm, and graceful. None of the traits - 3
: assigned t6 the feminine person were intellectual in nature.
: . Not only are the stereotypes of men different from those of
5 . women, but men are also evaluated more positively than
women (cf. Lunneburg, 1970). tthat about highly talented
women at a prestigious eastern university?

e o b e

Experiment 6 was designed to investigate the sex-role
stereotypes which males at an Ivy League institution held
toward various groups of male and female college students.
Specifically, we were interested in what stereotyves such
men held toward (1) females at such an institution, (2)
females at less competitive colleges, (3) males at such an
institution, and (4) males at less competitive colleges. 1In
addition,. the study was designed to tap the evaluation of
the stereotyped characteristics.

-

=

The working hypothesis of the present study was that
! there would be distinct stereotypes of meh and of women as
‘ well as distinct stereotypes of "elite" men and women.
; thile it was thought that such “elite"” men and women would
‘ be characterized similarly, it was also expected that the
male subjects would evaluate both groups of women negatively.
The average college women would be thought of negatively
because of their lack of traditional masculine traits (e.g.,
intelligence) while the "elite" college women would be
thought of negatively because of their possession of these
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. very same masculine traits (e.g., ambition, aggressiveness,
and industriousness). If these hypotheses turn out to be
supported, then we will have evidence which would support
the notion that success for women, although recognized,
leads to negative consequences.

sﬁbjects

i Eighty Princeton male undergraduates took part 'in the
) study. Each was paid $1.50 for his participation.

) ' Procedure

All subjects were given a questionnaire which asked them
to indicate .neir perceptiouns of a partlcular group. of students
on geveral ll-point b;polar scales. In a 2 x 2 factorial |
design four target groups were rated, -each by twenty subjects:. ‘
(1) Princeton male undergraduates. (2) Princeton female
undergraduates, (3) average college male undergraduates (non-
Ivy League); and (4) average college female undergraduates
(non-Ivy League, non-Seven Sister). :

/-

The individual bipolar traits were designed to tap, a 2
priori, two underlying personality dimensions (cf. Rosenberg,
et al.,, 1968): (1) intellectual des;rab;l;ty (e.g., intelli-
gent-unintelligent), and (2) social desirability (e.g.,
warm-cold). iIn addition, several scales were designed to
j ) measure traditional sex-role stereotypes (cf. Broverman,

: et al., 1972) not tapped by the previous dimensions (e.q.,
: active-passive).

S S ARSI A Bl DI NBA A A S SN
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After rating their target groups all,éubjects were
asked open-ended questions which attempted to discover how
Princeton men wvaluated Princeton women.
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Results - Experiment 6
Traditional Stereotypes

“The mean perceived traditional stereotypes are pre-
sented in Table 7. te have defined traditional stereotypes
simply as those trait dimensions on which males and females
have,been perceived to differ (cf.- Broverman et al., 1972).

Table 7
g ' Hean Perceived Traditional Stereotype . ) B
. Sex .
i School __Male Female.
\ . e ) )
\ ; (: Princeton ‘ 1 54.45 52.80
Average College 47.25 40.05

r Note. -~Scores range from 7 (traditionally feminine)
g to 77 (tradltlonally mascullne) N is equal
: to 20 per condition.

Analysis of variance i.dicated that Princeton students,
(both male and female) are perceived to be more traditionally
masculine than the average college student (F = 38.95; df =
1,76; p< .001). In addition, this analysis indicated that
. male students were Judged to be more masculine than female
Ct students (F = 7.57; df = 1,76; p < .01). This last finding,
however, is quallgled by the fact that Sex and School
tended to interact (F = 3.01; df = 1,76; p < .10). Vhereas
average college males were percelved to be more masculine
.than average college females (means of 47.25 vs. 40.05; t =
3.19; p < .001), Princeton males were not perceived to be
more masculine than Princeton females (means of 54.45 vs.
52.80; t < 1).

Intellectual Desirability

Mean perceived intellectual desirability is presented
in Table 8. -
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Table 8

Hean Perceived Intellectual Desirability

School ‘ Sex
Male ___Female
o Princeton 37.55 40.80 -
Average College - 33.55 31.80

Note.--Scores range from 5 (intellectually undesirable)
to 55 (intellectually desirable).

Aﬁalysis ot Variahce indicated that Princeton students

S e T e it g b ttbe e s

(both male and female) are perceived to possess intellectually -

desirable traits to a greater degree than students from
average colleges (F = 21.19; df = 1,76; p < .001). The
interaction between School and Sex also approached signif-
icance (F = 3.14; df = 1,76; p < .10) and indicated that the
school effect was stronger for females (t = 4.50; df = 76;

P <.001) than it was for males (t = 2.00; 4f = 76; p < .05).
In fact, Princeton females were perceived to possess intellec-
tually desirable traits to a greater extent than Princeton
males, though this comparison was only marginally significant
(t = 1.63; df = 76; p < .11).

Social Deéirabilitx

Mean perceived social desirability is presented in
Table 9.

Table 9

liean Perceived Social Desirability

-

School Sex
Male Female

Princeton 31.00 32.10

Average College 37.70 34,50

Note.-~-Scores ranged from 5 (socially undesirable) to
55 {socially desirable).
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Analysis of variance indicated that only the main
effect for Schools attained significance (E. = 10.89; df =
76; p< .01). 1In this case, Princetoa students i{both male
and ‘female) were perceived to possess socially Gasirable
traits to a lesser extent than 'students from average colleges.

Summarizing the results thus far, Princeton coeds are
perceived to be less socially desirable, more intellectually
desirable, and less traditionally feminine than average
college females. Princeton women, therefore, do appear to
Princeton men to be different from other college women. If
we compare Princeton women to Princeton men, however, we

-find essentually no differences, except that Princeton

women are perceived to be slightly more desirable on the
intellectual dimension (p < .11).

General Evaluation

So far we have presented trait inference data. This
data suggested (1) that. sex-role stereotypes continue to be
held by Princeton males, and (2) that there is a very dis-
tinct stereotype of Princeton females, which on the surface,

‘at least, is very similar to that of Princeton males. How,

then, are Princeton women re.lly evaluated: Open~ended
Questions attempted to tap this dimension. Some typical
comments made in response to a question which asked subjects
to describe Princeton women follow:

"Coeds are unattractive, smart, aggressive, insecure,
basically unhappy, overly studious, inept scoially, and
unstable." "Coeds are physically a little heavy, more
often below average in facial attractiveness than not and
one who is constantly conscious of her intellectual image
(and is relentless .in preserving this image. Most coeds
are grinds)." "I think the average Princeton male tolerates
rather than accepts Princeton coeds...I believe that many

‘males are somewhat apprehensive about the intellectual

faculties of some of the women here. "

Thus although Princeton females were considered extremely
intelligent (and were rated highest on the intellectual
desirability dimension), their intelligence is not always
counted in their favor. Several subjects expressed the
sentiment that coeds are "too" intelligent. Traits that
are positive when possessed by males do, then, appear to
be evaluated negatively when possessed by females. The data
suggests that when a group of women are perceived to hold
traditionally masculine traits (e.g., intelligence), they are

evaluated negatively.
: -34-
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Conclusion and Research in Progress

One finding of the present set of experiments stands
out: in no experiment were we abie to replicate the deter-
ioration effect criginally documented by Horner (1968). 1In
Experiment 1 the results suggdest that women low in fear of
success actually perform better when the task is zasy; worse
when the task is difficult. 1In Experiments 2 and 3 neither
effects for competition nor fear of success were apparent.
Although speculative at this point, it must be connluded
that Horner's effect is not as robust as originaliv assvmed.

‘Put another way, more boundary cunditions need to be

specified in order to predict (and find) deteriorat:.on in
performance of high fear of -success women. Given ilie comrent:
of subjects in Experiment 3 we feel that an important pre~
condition is that the task to be performed must be perceived
to be masculine in nature. Recent evidence suggests this

is the case. Makosky (1972) recently manipulated the sex-
role -orientation of an anagrain task with verbal instructioms
and found decrement in performance when high FOS females, in
competition with males, felt the task measured a masculine
ability.

The results from these experiments also suggest two
other tentative conclusions. First, task performancs is only
one class of behavior that may be affected when Zemales in-
teract with males. Coeds interviewed in conrnection with
Experiment 4, in fact, appeared to suggest that women weére
more likely to "dissimulate" by conforming to a male's
opinions either overtly or covertly (i.e., by not expressing
their opinions at all). Second, Horner's TAT may not be
the most sensitive measure of the fear of success concept.
In Experiment 5, female law students categorized as low and
high in fear of success by this measure did not differ on
any of the measures taken. An instrument developed by Pappo
(1972) , however, was predictive both for men and women, in
this study.

In general what do the results of the present investiga-
tions suggest for the direction of future research in this
area? Although not a direct conclusion, it seems clear that
more emphasis should be placed on situational variables
rather than on personality variables, presumed unique to
women. Such a shifting of emphasis has one extremely impor-
tant implication. Rather than conceiving of women as in-
herently inferior (because they may possess some debilitating
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personality trait), one can conceive of problems which
various classes of situations present to both women and, for
that matter, to men. This kind of cénceptualization also
expands the classes of dependent behaviors that one deems
important to investigate. Thus rather than trying to identify
certain women who may react negatively in competitive sit-
uations, future research ought to look for certain situa-
tions that affect behavior in an adverse manner. Such an
analysis may have a further benefit. In deséribing those
situations which adversely affect women, one may be also
able to specify those situations which adversely affect men.

" This new approach will be explicated by discussing the
research that is currently in progress. Although three
experiments are in progress, a dissertation study be1ng
conducted by Karen Glasser is most pertinent. -‘Glasser
proposes that se1f~sabotage performance is part of a larger
face-saving phenomenon which involves not excelling (in
public) at an opposite-sexed-type task. The emphasis is A
thus more on the sex-role orientation of the task rather Q
than on the competitive nature of the situation per se.

The importance of attending to the sex-role nature of
the task has been highlighted by a recent study by Sistrunk
and kc David (1971). <These authors felt that the consistent
findings in the conformity literature that females are more
conforming than males was due to an artifact of the experi-
mental situation. They suggested that the tasks in past
conformity studies were typically masculine ones, or ones
with which females had less experience with than did the
males. Thus the females' greater conformity was a natural
response to lack of knowledge and/or experience in the
areas tested. then the authors ran a series of experiments
using masculine, feminine., and neutral tasks, they found
that the traditional séx difference in conformity disappear-
ed. Each sex conformed more on the opposite-sexed tasks,
with which they had less familiarity, and equally on the
neutral tasks.

Glasser's experiment will employ a mixed-sex competitive
situation with a neutral task which can be given either a
masculine or a feminine orientation. The basic prediction
is that both sexes will perform less well on an opposite-
sexed task, after they are given definite (though false)
feedback regarding the success of their performances.
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A second study will begin to explore the social compari-
son processes which male and female students undergo when
they receive ambicuous information about their performances
in same-sexed or opposite-sexed tasks. Specifically students
of both sexes will be given a neutral task to perfcrm. For
half of each sex the task will be said to tap masculine
abilities; for half feminine abilities. After the task is
completed, subjects will be given a score but no norms upon {
which to interpret what the score means. ' The question for
research is what reference groups will be sought out to
make sense out of the ambiguous performance. Females who
perform a masculine task are expected to seek out infor=-

— mation about how well both other women and men do on the
task. Similarly, when men perform a feminine task they are
expected to seck out both male and female norms. 7hus,

(‘ males and females are hypothesized to behave similarly.

In the same-sex task subjects.are predicted to seek out
same-sex norms only. The point is that in the "real world" -
men are rarely forced to take part in traditionally feminine
behaviors. Therefore, for practical purposes they have

one basic reference group. Career women, in contrast, are
often forced to *ake part in traditionally masculine behaviors
when they énter the "real world." Therefore these women
have at least two reference. groups by which they have to
evaluate their performance. One potential problem with

this possibility is that the two reference groups may not
agree on what is proper behavior. Thus additional cenflicts
may arise for women. This is not to say that men and women
are psychologically different. 1Instead the present study
will attempt to show that when men and women are placed in

( similar psychological situations, they behave similarly.

This study should begin to provide evidence against the

notion that men are more independent than women. t/hen they

find themselves in an opposite-sexed situation they must

consult as many reference groups that women are normally .

forced to consult.
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The third experiment in progress will attempt to look i
at other behaviors that might be influenced when women in-
teract with men. Specifically, this study will focus on

B4 . opinion conformity and self-presentation as ingratiation
techniques. Female. college students will be induced to
interact with an attractive or unattractive male student
whose ideal women is known to conform to the stereotype of
a traditional women or of a women's.liberation-type women.
7Then the male is attractive women may be motivated to employ
ingratiation tactics. that tactics will they employ? The
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prediction is that they may very well be likely to conform -
to the male's Opinions on topics unrelated to sex and,
possibly, even present themselves as the kind of women
that agrees with the male's ideal woman. Again this study
is not intended to demonstrate that women are different
from men. In fact, if the results are promising the follow
- up study would attempt to demonstrate that men would employ
similar ingratiation tactics with a women they were motivated
to impress. The apparent real world difference between the
sexes may be that men may hold more variant views concerning
their ideal women than women hold concerning their ideal men.
A field study is planned to assess this possibility.

PR IR
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Footnotes

' 1. The basic procedure was pilot-tested with thirty-two
Princeton, female undergraduates in order to assure
the plausibility of the manipulations.

QEETELTWETY R

2. The subject who, in fact, performed the best within
each group was given an extra $1.50. This practice
was not continued, however, in Experiments 2 and 3.

3. This measure correlates highly with the number of
trials it took subjects to learn this l1list. Vhen
the criteria was simply the first trial with all
correct the correlation was =-.95; when %‘he criteria
‘was two consecutive trials with all correct, r = -.95.

(j 4. Two judges, blind to condition, scored the TAT protocols
according to Horner's criterion.

5. A version of this experiment will be reported at the
Eastern Psychological Association, April, 19737
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Appendix A

Indirect lieasure of Dissimulation

Instructions

On the following pages, you will find a series of
situations that are likely to occur in everyday life. The
central person in each situation is faced with a decision.

For each situation, you will be asked to imagine that
you are advising che central person. Your task will be to
recommend, what you consider to be, the best decision.

Read each situation cavefully before giving your
judgment. Try to place yourself in the position of the
central person in each of the situations. Please do not
omit. any of them. ' '

~e.

- 2




1. Jane and her boyfriend, John. are taking the same
seminar in econcmics. One day, during a student-led dis-
cussion, John mentioned something which Jane knows to be
incorrect. Jane's decision is whether or not to correct
John. Tthat would you advise Jane to do? (Check one)

(a) Jane should correct John in class and run
the risk of embarrassing him.

(b) Jane should change the subject immediately,
and correct John privately outside of class.

(c) Jane should remain silent during the class,
and correct John privately outside of class.

(@) Jane should remain silent during the class,
and ask John privately if ‘he had considered
the correct conclusion.

(e) Jane should never let on at all she knows
John made a mistake.

2. Sally and her boyfriend Dick are at a party with
mutual friends. Jokingly, Dick suggests to Sally that they
pilay a game of pool, not realizing that Sally is quite a
good pcol player. [veryone gathers around to watch - what
would you advise Sally to do? (Check one)

(a) sally should play honestly and thereby beat
Dick badly in front of their friends.

Sally should miss a few shots on purpose,
but not enough to lose.

S ¢ -}

(c) sally should let Dick win by a little.
(a) Saliy should let Dick win by a 1lot.

3. HMary is out on a date with Tom, a boy she has wanted
to know for a long time. During the course of the evening
Tom talks a great deal about sociology, a field that they
both major in. Mary knows that much of what Tom says is
inaccurate. Tthat would you .advise Mary to do? (Check one)

(a) Mary should ignore Tom's mistakes, and agree
with him.
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(b) iiery -should ignore Tom's mistakes, but make
no comment.

(c) ilary should disagree with Tom, but not
insist that he is mistaken.

R b 1B At S R N

{d) tiary should disagree with Tom, and actually
point out his mistakes.

4. Ann is playing tennis with Peter, a boy she re- -
cently met. Ann is quite a good tennis player and after
a few minutes she realizes that she is much better than her
date. Tthat would you advise Ann to do? (Check one)

0

- (a) Ann should let Peter win by a large margin.
(b) Ann should let Peter win by a small margin.

"{c) Ann should miss a few shots on purpose, but
not enough to lose.

BSE i s A el R it 2T G IS T Y e A G et b o e
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(d) Ann should play honestly and beat Peter
badly.
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Appendix B

Direct lMeasure of Dissimulation

Please answer the following questions. Circle the letter
which best answers the question.

1. then on dates, how often have you pretended to be
inferior in artistic knowledge or taste (in music, art,
literature, etc.)?

a.
b.
c.
d.

often -
several times
once or twice
never

2. How often have you pretended to be intellectually
inferior while on a date:

-

a.
b.
c.
d.

often
several times
once or twice
never

3. How often have you "played dumb" on dates because
you thought your data preferred you that way?

a.
b.

C. .

d.

often
several times
once or twice
mever

4. How often have you pretended to be athletically
inferior when participating in some sport with a man?

a.
b.
Ce

often
several times
once or twice
never

5. How often have you been advised to act more

"feminine"?

a.
b.
c.
d.

often
everal times
once or twice
never
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6. If a, b, or ¢, who gave the advice-

more than one.)

Q,
b.
C,
d.
e,
£.
g.
h.

mother

father
brother(s)
sister(s)
boyfriend
female friends
other male friends
‘other (indicate)

(You may circle

7. In general, do you have any hesitation about re-
vealing your equality or superiority to.men in intellectual,
artistic, or athletic competence?

a.
b.
c.
d.

have considerable hesitation
have some hesitation

have very little hesitation
have no hesitation at all

8. In your opinion, to what extent is it damaging to
a girl's chances for dates if she is known to be outstand-
ing in academic work?

a.
b.
c.
d.

very much damaging ’

somewhat damaging
a little damaging
not at all damaging
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